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General contractor (GC)Subcontractor safety performance has become increasingly important due to the extensive use of subcon-
tracting in construction and the elevated safety risks. Ensuring subcontractor safety has also become a
major challenge of general contractors (GC). While many GCs leave the safety responsibility to individual
subcontractors, others take active roles in helping them improve safety performance. To advance the
understanding of how an active approach taken by the GC is received by subcontractors, a comparative
study was performed to investigate subgroup workers’ perceptions of a safety program implemented by a
U.S. GC among all the workers on its jobsites. In this study, a 5-dimension 28-item questionnaire was
administered to 350 workers on the GC’s jobsites. The collected information was used to examine differ-
ences in workers’ perceptions between selected subgroups, i.e., the GC and its subcontractors as well as
high- and low-risk building trades. This research found more positive perceptions of the safety program
(i.e., the overall perception and the awareness and acceptance dimensions) among the GC’s workers than
those of the subcontractors but no difference in perceptions from high- and low-risk trades. This research
also identified differences in workers’ perceptions among other subgroups (e.g., based on age ranges and
safety violation records) and drew insights from workers’ feedback to open-ended survey questions. The
findings will help contractors better understand and manage their diverse workforce to improve jobsite
safety performance.
 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.1. Introduction
Subcontracting the majority of the work to specialty contractors
is a strategic approach employed by general contractors (GCs) to
acquire needed construction services while achieving better cost
control and risk management (Hsieh, 1998). In many building pro-
jects (especially in the residential sector), about 80–90% of the
work is performed by subcontractors (Silberberg, 1991; Whitten,
1991; Hinze and Tracey, 1994). As a result, their performance
becomes one of the most important success-failure factors in con-
struction projects. In many aspects such as contract management,
quality control, work sequence, and information flows, managing
subcontractors poses a significant challenge for GCs and construc-
tion management (CM) firms (Canter, 1993; Hinze and Tracey,
1994; Landin, 1995; Mecca, 1999; Holzemer et al., 2000; Swain
and Martin, 2000).In recent years, subcontractor safety performance has become a
critical issue, receiving increasing attention in project manage-
ment, safety research, and safety and health regulations
(Johnstone et al., 2000; Toole, 2002; Hinze and Gambatese, 2003;
Fang et al., 2006). Johnstone et al. (2000) pointed out that subcon-
tracting increased the likelihood of multi-employer worksites, cor-
ner-cutting, dangerous forms of work disorganization, and other
safety risks. Accordingly, safety and health risks associated with
subcontractors emerge as significant business risks of prime con-
tractors who are responsible for providing a safe working environ-
ment to all workers on the jobsites (Ivensky, 2008). In housing
construction, the extensive use of subcontracting and the presence
of a larger number of small businesses have produced many nega-
tive health and safety effects on workers (Quinlan, 2003).
The implementation of a workplace safety program is consid-
ered an effective method to prevent or reduce work-related acci-
dents and injuries (Hislop, 1991; Tam et al., 2004; Aksorn and
Hadikusumo, 2008). However, subcontractors are usually smaller
companies with limited budget, time, safety resources, and under-
standing of legal requirements or technological developments in
safety (Shaw, 1998; Wong and So, 2004). Also, smaller companies
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face difficulties to implement a safety program that could meet
the requirements of GCs and Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) (Wilson and Koehn, 2000). To address these
issues, it is not uncommon to see that some GCs or CM firms have
taken active roles (e.g., enforcing specific safety requirements or
even a comprehensive safety program) in helping subcontractors
improve their safety management and performance.
However, implementing a site-wide safety program can be very
challenging. Firstly, subcontractors hired for a project usually work
in different trades. Substantial differences may exist in types of
equipment they use, standards they follow, work skills and work-
ing conditions required, and many other aspects. Baradan and
Usmen (2006) performed an occupational injury and fatality risk
analysis on 16 building trades and found that ironworkers, roofers,
brickmasons, electricians, insulation workers, carpenters, and
painters & paperhangers were high-risk trades in terms of safety;
comparatively, other studied building trades had lower safety
risks. Secondly, subcontractors employ a diverse workforce, con-
sisting of various subpopulations with different backgrounds and
experiences. This caused many difficulties in providing job safety
and health protection for workers (CDC, 1999). Researchers have
found that subgroup workers (e.g., non-union workers, immigrant
workers, new workers, and certain age groups) faced higher safety
and health risks (Welch et al., 2000; Fabrega and Starkey, 2001;
Suruda et al., 2003; Dong and Platner, 2004; Windau and Meyer,
2005; EU-OSHA, 2006; Mah, 2007).
In the literature, there is limited research on how the active
safety management approaches taken by GCs or CM firms were
received by subcontractors’ or subgroup workers and what the
potential barriers were in implementing site-wide safety require-
ments or programs across a diverse workforce. This paper presents
a comparative study on subgroup workers’ perceptions of a safety
program launched by a regional GC in the U.S. building construc-
tion industry. By combining quantitative and qualitative analysis
of perception questionnaire survey results, this paper examines
differences in awareness, acceptance, and other perceptions of
the safety program for several pairs of subgroups, including the
GC’s and subcontractors’ workers, high- and low-risk building
trades, different age groups, etc. Thus an understanding of how a
GC’s safety program might be implemented in and perceived by
different subgroups as well as valuable insights can be generated
to improve the development and implementation of similar safety
programs.
1.1. Factors influencing GCs’ and CM firms’ control on subcontractor
safety
A safety study sponsored by the Construction Industry Institute
revealed that generally subcontractor safety was influenced more
by GCs and CM firms than by subcontractors themselves (Hinze
and Figone, 1988; Hinze and Talley, 1988). This underscored the
important roles that could be played by GCs and CM firms in man-
aging subcontractor safety. However, in Chen and Jin (2012), a
quantitative study on the impact of a GC’s site-wide safety pro-
gram showed that the program was effective in reducing accidents
and safety violations among the GC’s workers but had less effect on
subcontractors’ safety performance. This suggested that some fac-
tors might have influenced the implementation and effectiveness
of this program when a diverse workforce was involved.
Besides some safety-influencing factors from subcontractors
themselves, such as the risk levels of their trades, worker turnover
rates, and the manner in which the training was provided (Hinze
and Gambatese, 2003; Baradan and Usmen, 2006), the level of con-
trol on subcontractors’ workforce was also recognized to have an
impact on the effectiveness of the main contractor’s safety pro-gram (Tam and Fung, 1998; Goldenhar et al., 2001). Fang et al.
(2006) revealed that a less positive view of the safety climate from
the employees of subcontractors or joint ventures could reduce the
GC’s control on its jobsites as well as the levels of worker commit-
ment in safety. Variations in safety culture/climate have also been
frequently found between other subgroups, including workers
with different daily work demands and experiences (Waring,
1992), senior and junior staff (Mason and Simpson, 1995;
Budworth, 1997), union and non-union workers (Gillen et al.,
2002), occupational groups based on job types (McDonald et al.,
2000; Glendon and Litherland, 2001), etc. Significant differences
in safety climate were also identified between subgroups from dif-
ferent organizations (Cox and Cheyne, 2000; Lee and Harrison,
2000; McDonald et al., 2000).
Causes of different safety culture/climate are multifaceted.
Most subcontractors seemed to believe that safety should be the
responsibilities of prime contractors and/or design engineers, and
therefore had no or little interest in safety matters (Toole, 2002;
Wong and So, 2004). Inter-group variations in supervisors’ safety
practices (e.g., a supervisor directs workers to disregard certain
safety procedures under work pressure) can create a different sub-
unit of safety culture/climate (Zohar, 2000). Fang et al. (2006) iden-
tified significant relationships between safety climate and workers’
personal characters, including age, gender, marital status, educa-
tion level, safety knowledge, and individual safety behavior.1.2. A review of existing safety management programs and approaches
Many different approaches can be applied by GCs or CM firms to
improve jobsite safety. The common approaches adopted by vari-
ous safety programs include, but may not be limited to:
 Behavior-based safety (BBS): Improve employees’ safety perfor-
mance by observing and inspecting pre-established safe or
unsafe practices/behaviors (Geller, 1998a; Lingard and
Rowlinson, 1998; DePasquale and Geller, 1999; Cooper, 2003;
BSMS, 2013);
 People-based safety (PBS): Improve occupational safety and
health by focusing more on people-based factors that can influ-
ence employees’ attitude and organizational safety culture
(Geller, 1998b; Williams, 2003; Geller and Wiegand, 2005);
 Cultural intervention: Promote safe work environments and
reduce workers’ unsafe behaviors by improving safety aware-
ness, attitude, and climate (Mohamed, 2003; Nieva and Sorra,
2003; Choudhry et al., 2007a,b; Oh and Sol, 2008; Zhou et al.,
2008).
While these approaches have their own pros and cons, effective
safety and health management programs usually incorporate four
basic components: management leadership and employee involve-
ment, worksite analysis, hazard prevention and control, and safety
and health training (Garner, 2004). In reality, not every imple-
mented safety program was comprehensive to include all these
four components. Also, big variations might exist in the implemen-
tation process. For example, in a survey of 45 non-union U.S. con-
tractors, Goldenhar et al. (2001) found that the majority of these
contractors had a formal safety program in place. However, 78%
of them did not include subcontractors in their structured and/or
on-the-job training due to the presence of subcontractors’ own
safety programs, lack of time or coordination, liability issues, etc.
Although most surveyed contractors tried to pair-up experienced
workers/mentors with inexperienced workers, their mentoring
programs lacked formalized processes for selecting qualified men-
tors, coaching them on how to mentor effectively, and defining
goals, time frame, and mentor compensation for these programs.
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Agenda (CDC, 2008), the increasingly multilingual/multi-cultural
nature of construction sites and the increasingly complicated man-
agement-matrices of subcontractors, vendors and prefabricators
are among safety and health management challenges. It is neces-
sary to develop and evaluate program elements and management
system approaches that can address the needs of vulnerable work-
ers. The agenda encourages performing surveys (e.g., worker per-
ception surveys) and focus groups to understand the current use
and effectiveness of safety and health management programs.2. The GC’s safety management program studied in this paper
The studied safety program was developed by the GC to (1)
improve workers’ safety awareness, attitude, accountability and
involvement in safety management, and (2) reduce injuries and
workers’ exposure to ‘‘Focus 4 Hazards’’ (i.e., falls, electrocution,
struck-by, and caught-in/between) defined by OSHA (2011). This
ongoing program was initially launched on the GC’s jobsites at the
end of May 2008 after related training was given to both the GC’s
and subcontractors’ employees. Since its inception, safety and
accountability (i.e., workers being held responsible for safety viola-
tions) have been continuously enforced among the GC’s employees,
all hired subcontractors, and material suppliers at all tiers.
The program emphasizes three basic safety management ele-
ments: (1) 100% eye protection (i.e., workers wearing safety glasses
at all times on the project except during scheduled breaks away
from potential eye hazards or while in a trailer), (2) daily ‘‘huddle’’
(toolbox) meetings, and (3) accountability for 20 non-negotiable
unsafe behaviors identified to have close relationships with the
‘‘Focus 4 Hazards’’. Each hazard category contains five non-negotia-
bles, which are all OSHA violations. For example, ‘‘working at
heights of 6 feet or greater with no approved fall protection’’ and
‘‘improperly using a step ladder’’ are two of the five non-negotiables
under the falls category. ‘‘Working within 10 feet of power lines’’ is
a non-negotiable under the electrical category. More details about
the 20 non-negotiables can be found in Chen and Jin (2012).
In this program, safety representatives and management staff
are required to report workers’ violations on 20 non-negotiable
behaviors. Workers are also strongly encouraged to report viola-
tions from their peers. The penalty for those who commit a first-
time violation is ‘‘being immediately removed from the jobsite
for one day’’. However, they can return to job the following morn-
ing to lead the ‘‘huddle’’ meeting and sign an engagement letter. A
second-time violation by the same person would lead to different
consequences: The GC’s workers will be separated from the GC
without pay and benefits for 30 days but are eligible for rehiring;
subcontractor’s workers will not be allowed to work on the GC’s
projects for one year. For subcontractors having a higher number
of violations, they are required to have a plan of correction and a
full-time safety specialist or competent person on the project at
their own cost.
Chen and Jin (2012) reported that this safety program had suc-
cessfully reduced accidents and safety violations among the GC’s
workers but had less effect on subcontractors’ safety performance.
This raised specific questions: How was this program received by
the diverse workforce of subcontractors and what might affect its
effectiveness among these workers? A well-designed and executed
worker perception survey would provide valuable insights to help
answer these questions.3. Research methodology
This study compared subgroups’ perceptions of the studied
safety program. The purpose was to: (1) test the hypothesis thatperception variations existed between subgroup workers; (2)
explore potential causes of such differences; and (3) offer insights
for contractors to improve the effectiveness of their safety pro-
grams across a diverse workforce. This study developed a compre-
hensive questionnaire to survey workers on the GC’s jobsites. The
28 survey questions were in multiple-choice, Likert scale, and
open-ended formats. Except for the general background questions
and open-ended questions to solicit feedback, the remaining sur-
vey questions were grouped into five dimensions: awareness,
accountability, acceptance, general safety attitude, and schedule
impact. To ensure the relevance and accuracy of the questionnaire,
the GC’s feedback was sought and incorporated into the revision of
the questionnaire. The approval from the University Institutional
Review Board was obtained before the start of the survey.
To ensure wide participation and thoughtful response from
workers, the face-to-face survey approach was adopted. From
November 2010 to January 2011, researchers visited the GC’s 31
construction sites, spanning six regions in four states. Up to 350
workers were surveyed. Most of the interviews were conducted
in the GC’s trailers while some were performed in the field. Each
time, 3–5 workers were brought in by a GC’s safety coordinator
and left alone with researchers. The workers were given choices
to fill in questionnaires by themselves or take a one-on-one inter-
view with one of the researchers. In the latter option, the
researcher asked a worker questions and recorded his/her
responses on the questionnaire. This was beneficial to workers
with low literacy levels. Questionnaires finished by workers them-
selves were checked by researchers to ensure that open-ended
questions received adequate responses. Translated questionnaires
were also provided for 11 Spanish-speaking workers.
The collected information was entered into a computer and
sorted separately for different subgroups, including the GC, sub-
contractors, high-risk trades, and low-risk trades. After evaluating
the distribution and frequency ranking of different types of safety
violations reported from May 2008 to December 2011 (Chen and
Jin, 2012), this research categorized roofing, steel, masonry, insula-
tion, drywall, and mechanical workers as high-risk trades because
they frequently work at height and committed most of fall-related
violations. All other workers (e.g., concrete workers, carpenters,
excavators, rebar installers, operators, and others not specified in
the survey) were classified as low-risk trades. This categorization
was agreed by the GC. This research selected 15 survey questions
to calculate overall perception scores for different subgroups. Since
the selected questions fell into four dimensions (awareness,
accountability, acceptance, and general safety attitude), subgroup
scores for each of these dimensions were also computed. The sche-
dule impact dimension was not included in the calculation of per-
ception scores because answers to these questions were not
necessarily positive or negative perceptions.
The non-parametric Wilcoxon Rank-Sum (WRS) test, the Infer-
ence Concerning Two Means with a t-distribution test (ICTM-t),
and the Two-proportion Z-test (Johnson, 2005) were performed
to examine subgroup differences. WRS holds more power than
the t-test in studying non-normally distributed data (Bridge and
Sawilowsky, 1999). It was applied to compare subgroup workers’
perception scores on each dimension and individual questions
under each dimension. ICTM-t was adopted to compare subgroups’
overall perception scores, which were likely to be continuously and
normally distributed. The Two-proportion Z-test was used to ana-
lyze questions not included in the calculation of perception scores.
All the statistical tests used a two-tailed approach based on the
same null hypothesis that subgroups had the same mean or med-
ian value using the 5% level of significance. The alternative hypoth-
esis was that subgroups had different perceptions on the studied
question, dimension, or the overall perception. While the p values
were used to determine whether statistically significant
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cated the direction of difference for comparison subgroups with
statistical differences.
Besides the two pairs of subgroups this study focused on, a few
other subgroups were also analyzed by using the ICTM-t test. They
were created based on (1) different age ranges (younger than 30,
30–49, and above 50), (2) whether or not the workers had worked
on multiple projects with the GC, and (3) whether or not they had
been asked to leave the GC’s jobsites due to a safety violation. Fur-
thermore, responses to open-ended questions were analyzed and
compared between the GC’s and subcontractors’ workers using
content analysis and statistical tests. First, repeatedly mentioned
keywords or phrases were identified by adopting a method of cod-
ing for explicit concepts. Then, relational analysis was used to ver-
ify the relevance of those keywords or phrases and to determine
their relationships and categorization. Lastly, subgroup differences
were identified through frequency counts and the two-tailed Two-
proportion Z-test.4. Results
4.1. Characteristics of subgroup workers
Of 350 workers surveyed in this study, 31% of them were the
GC’s employees (N = 110) while the remaining 69% were from sub-
contractors hired by the GC (N = 240). Furthermore, 41% of the
workers surveyed were in high-risk trades (N = 145) and the
remaining 59% were in low-risk trades (N = 205). Table 1 summa-
rizes the characteristics of these subgroups.
This study found that only 12% of the GC’s workers worked in
high-risk trades compared to 53% of subcontractors’ workers work-
ing in these trades. The rest of the GC’s and subcontractors’ work-
ers worked in low-risk trades. The statistical analysis confirmed
that more subcontractors’ workers worked in high-risk trades
while more GC’s workers worked in low-risk trades. Compared
with subcontractors, the GC tended to have more old workers
(above 50). In addition, 90% of the GC’s workers had worked on
multiple projects with the GC while only 62% of subcontractors’
workers had done so. This implied that the GC’s workers might
have had more exposure to the safety program than workers of
subcontractors, which led to their increased awareness of the pro-
gram. Both subgroups had a similar portion of workers who hadTable 1
Characteristics of workers for subgroups compared.
Characteristics GC’s vs. subcontractors’ workers
GC (% of workers) Subcontract
High-risk trade workers 12% 53%
z-score/p valuea (7.18)/0.000
Low-risk trade workers 88% 47%
GC’s workers – –
Subcontractors’ workers – –
z score/p value –
Age: Younger than 30 29% 31%
z score/p value (0.28)/0.780
Between 30 and 49 50% 57%
z score/p value (1.31)/0.190
Above 50 21% 12%
z score/p value 2.19/0.028
Worked on multiple projects with the GC 90% 62%
z score/p value 5.25/0.000
Had been asked to leave the GC’s jobsite 9% 7%
z score/p value 0.67/0.502
a If the p value from the Two-proportion Z-test (two tailed) is less than 0.05, then a
indicates that the first subgroup in the pair comparison (i.e., GC or high-risk trades) has a
trades), and vice versa.been asked to leave the GC’s jobsites due to safety violations. So
if they had biased views on the program, the influences on the final
survey results would be very similar for both subgroups.
For high-risk trades, only 10% of their workers were from the GC
while 90% were from subcontractors. This seems to be aligned with
a common perception in the field that most high-risk jobs are per-
formed by subcontractors. Compared to high-risk trades, low-risk
trades had slightly lower percentage of middle-aged workers. In
addition, high-risk trades had a lower percentage of workers
(62%) who had worked on multiple projects with the GC when
compared to low-risk trades (77%). No statistical difference was
found between the two subgroups in percentage of workers who
had been asked to leave the GC’s jobsite due to safety violations.4.2. Comparison between subgroups’ perception scores
4.2.1. Dimension one: awareness of the safety program
Awareness questions in the survey asked the workers how
aware they were of the GC’s safety program, its three basic ele-
ments, and the 20 non-negotiable unsafe behaviors, respectively.
Results related to each subgroup and subgroup comparisons are
shown in Table 2. It can be seen that the GC’s workers had a better
awareness of the non-negotiable behaviors than subcontractors’
workers (as shown in the bolded p values). The GC’s workers also
outperformed the subcontractors’ in the overall awareness as evi-
denced by a p value of 0.004. No difference in workers’ awareness
of the safety program was found between the high- and low-risk
subgroups.
Workers who had some awareness of the 20 non-negotiable
behaviors were asked to identify their ways of learning this infor-
mation among four possible choices: (1) training (classroom and/or
orientation video), (2) visuals (e.g., banners, flags, posters, hardhat
stickers, tapes, etc.), (3) both training and visuals, and (4) others.
Based on the data analysis, workers who learned through both
training and visuals were likely to know more non-negotiables
than workers only learning in one way or the other. Specifically,
among workers who learned in both formats, 36% of them knew
all 20 non-negotiables, 49% knew most of them, and 15% knew a
few of them. In contrast, among workers who only learned through
one way or the other, the percentage of those aware of all or most
of 20 non-negotiables was lower (31% and 39%, respectively), and
the percentage of workers knowing only a few non-negotiablesHigh-risk vs. low-risk trades
ors (% of workers) High-risk (% of workers) Low-risk (% of workers)
– –
– –
10% 46%
90% 54%
(-7.05)/0.000
26% 33%
(1.32)/0.186
63% 50%
2.35/0.0180
11% 17%
1.59/0.112
62% 77%
(2.95)/0.004
10% 6%
1.14/0.254
difference exists between the two subgroups compared. Also, a negative z score
lower population proportion than the second subgroup (subcontractors or low-risk
Table 2
Awareness of the safety program and its key elements.
Response GC’s vs. subcontractors’ workers High-risk vs. low-risk trades
GC (% of workers) Subcontractors (% of workers) High-risk (% of workers) Low-risk (% of workers)
I. Are you aware of the GC’s safety program?
Yes (1a) 100% 98% 100% 98%
No (0) 0% 2% 0% 2%
z score/p value (WRS)b 0.25/0.802 0.31/0.756
II. Which of the three basic elements of the program are you familiar with (choose all that apply)?
None of them (0) 0% 1% 1% 1%
One of them (0.33) 7% 12% 12% 9%
Two of them (0.67) 12% 16% 12% 15%
All of them (1) 81% 71% 75% 75%
z score/p value (WRS) 1.70/0.092 0.07/0.948
III. Are you aware of the 20 non-negotiable behaviors listed in the accountability element of the program?
No idea about them (0) 2% 10% 6% 8%
Aware of a few of them (0.33) 15% 22% 19% 21%
Aware of most of them (0.67) 45% 38% 42% 42%
Aware of all of them (1) 38% 30% 33% 29%
z score/p value (WRS) 3.19/0.002 0.86/0.392
Overall for ‘‘Awareness’’
z score/p value (WRS) 2.91/0.004 0.59/0.553
a The number denotes the score assigned for selecting this option.
b If the p value (from the WRS test) for an item is less than 0.05, then a difference exists between the two comparison subgroups. The direction of differences can be shown
by the related z score. A positive z score indicates that the first subgroup in the pair comparison (i.e., GC or high-risk group) had a higher score than the second subgroup
(subcontractors or low-risk group), and vice versa.
33%
41%
38%
31%
5%
11%
8%
6%
57%
43%
48%
59%
5%
5%
6%
4%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Low-risk trades
High-risk trades
Subcontractors' workers
GC's workers Training (classroom and/or orientation
video)
Visuals (posters, handouts, etc.)
Both training and visuals
Others
Fig. 1. Ways of learning 20 non-negotiable behaviors.
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unaware of these non-negotiables.
Fig. 1 illustrates how subgroups’ workers learned the 20 non-
negotiable behaviors. It can be seen that 59% of the GC’s workers
learned this information through both training and visuals com-
pared with 48% of subcontractors’ workers who did so, although
no statistical difference was identified between these two sub-
groups (p value = 0.062). In contrast, this study found that a higher
percentage of low-risk trade workers were provided with a moreTable 3
Understanding of safety responsibility and consequences of safety violations.
Response GC’s vs. subcontractors’ workers
GC (% of workers) Subcontractors
I. Do you understand how you will be held responsible for violating one of the 20 non-ne
Yes (1) 95% 87%
No (0) 5% 13%
z score/p value (WRS) 1.28/0.200
II. a. What is the consequence of a first-time violation?
Know the right consequence (0.5) 65% 56%
Do not know (0) 35% 44%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.92/0.360
b. What is the consequence of a second-time violation?
Know the right consequence (0.5) 38% 35%
Do not know (0) 62% 65%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.77/0.442
Overall for ‘‘accountability’’
z score/p value (WRS) 1.86/0.062effective means of learning non-negotiables compared to high-risk
trade workers (p value = 0.012).
4.2.2. Dimension two: accountability for safety
Accountability questions aimed to test workers’ understanding
of their safety responsibility and the consequences of safety viola-
tions. Results related to each subgroup and subgroup comparisons
are shown in Table 3. Among the two pairs of subgroups compared,
no statistical differences were found in the accountabilityHigh-risk vs. low-risk trades
(% of workers) High-risk (% of workers) Low-risk (% of workers)
gotiables?
93% 86%
7% 14%
1.00/0.318
61% 56%
39% 44%
0.77/0.444
35% 36%
65% 64%
(0.03)/0.976
0.81/0.418
40%
45%
47%
43%
60%
55%
53%
57%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Low-risk trades (N=10)
High-risk trades (N=11)
Subcontractors' workers (N=15)
GC's workers (N=7)
Fair Unfair
Fig. 2. Fairness of safety violation consequences.
Table 4
Acceptance of the safety program and its effectiveness.
Response GC’s vs. subcontractors’ workers
GC (% of workers) Subcontract
I. Do you feel that the safety program has increased employees’ safety awareness on the
Significantly increased (1) 44% 45%
Slightly increased (0.5) 54% 50%
Not increased at all (0) 2% 5%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.07/0.944
II. Do you feel that the GC’s safety program contributes to a safer work site?
Contributed to a safer work site (1) 97% 95%
Not contributed to a safer site (0) 3% 5%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.33/0.742
III. If you have worked on multiple projects of the GC, has safety been enforced consisten
Enforced consistently (1) 67% 65%
Not enforced consistently (0) 33% 35%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.19/0.848
IV. What best describes your feeling about how the safety program is enforced?
Genuine attempt to keep workers safe (1) 76% 74%
Negative perception(s) (0) 24% 26%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.28/0.780
V. a. Please measure the effectiveness of ‘‘100% requirement for safety glass’’ in creating a
Very effective (1/3) 64% 60%
Somewhat effective (1/6) 24% 23%
Neutral (0) 5% 11%
Somewhat ineffective (-1/6) 2% 2%
Very ineffective (-1/3) 5% 4%
z score/p value (WRS) 0.76/0.448
b. Please measure the effectiveness of ‘‘daily huddle meeting’’ in creating a safer work en
Very effective (1/3) 42% 28%
Somewhat effective (1/6) 39% 26%
Neutral (0) 14% 31%
Somewhat ineffective (-1/6) 2% 6%
Very ineffective (-1/3) 3% 9%
z score/p value (WRS) 4.09/0.000
c. Please measure the effectiveness of ‘‘accountability/20 non-negotiables’’ in creating a sa
Very effective (1/3) 50% 37%
Somewhat effective (1/6) 31% 24%
Neutral (0) 13% 30%
Somewhat ineffective (-1/6) 4% 4%
Very ineffective (-1/3) 2% 5%
z/p value (WRS) 2.67/0.008
VI. How would you rate the GC’s safety program compared to other company’s safety pro
Better (1) 75% 41%
The same (0) 22% 52%
Not as effective (-1) 3% 7%
z/p value (WRS) 4.91/0.000
VII. Do you feel safer on the GC’s jobsites as compared to other jobsites you have worked
Much safer (1) 46% 25%
Safer (0.5) 37% 27%
Same (0) 15% 40%
Less safe (-0.5) 2% 5%
Much less safe (-1) 0% 3%
z/p value (WRS) 5.23/0.000
Overall for ‘‘acceptance’’a
z/p value (WRS) 4.28/0.000
a The overall acceptance score used in the statistical analysis excludes item III, for whic
workers who had worked on multiple GC’s projects were requested to answer this ques
20 Q. Chen, R. Jin / Safety Science 74 (2015) 15–26dimension. The findings for knowing the consequences of violation
are consistent. For all the four subgroups, the majority of workers
(ranging from 56% to 65%) knew the right consequence of a first-
time violation. However, the percentage of workers who knew
the right consequence of a second-time violation was significantly
reduced in four subgroups, only ranging from 35% to 38%.
It was assumed that individual workers’ perceptions of the
safety program might be affected if they had committed a safety
violation and been penalized before. However, this might have also
put them in a better position to share their feelings regarding the
program’s enforcement and the fairness of the consequences. InHigh-risk vs. low-risk trades
ors (% of workers) High-risk (% of workers) Low-risk (% of workers)
GC’s jobsites?
52% 39%
45% 56%
3% 5%
2.44/0.012
97% 95%
3% 5%
0.20/0.842
tly?
66% 65%
34% 35%
0.54/0.586
77% 73%
23% 27%
0.46/0.666
safer work environment
63% 61%
22% 24%
8% 10%
2% 2%
5% 3%
0.07/0.946
vironment
31% 35%
29% 31%
29% 23%
3% 6%
8% 5%
(0.29)/0.772
fer work environment
43% 40%
24% 28%
28% 23%
1% 5%
4% 4%
0.34/0.734
gram?
52% 50%
42% 44%
6% 6%
0.23/0.814
on?
35% 29%
28% 31%
31% 34%
4% 4%
2% 2%
0.92/0.358
0.87/0.386
h the sample size (N = 257) is smaller than that for other items. This is because only
tion.
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violation were asked about the fairness of the consequences.
Fig. 2 compares the views of these workers in different subgroups.
It can be seen that in all of the subgroups, more than half of these
workers felt that the penalties were unfair. The percentages
seemed to be slightly higher in the GC and low-risk trades groups
and lower in the subcontractors and high-risk trades groups. One
reason for more low-risk trade workers complaining about the
consequences might be that they were more likely to commit
minor violations (such as not being protected by a Ground Fault
Circuit Interrupter [GFCI]). Hence the consequences seemed to be
so harsh to them. However, the statistical analysis results did not
show any difference between the GC’s and subcontractors’ workers
(p value = 0.912) as well as between high- and low-risk trades
(p value = 0.802). The accuracy of such analyses was limited due
to small sample sizes.
4.2.3. Dimension three: acceptance of the safety program
Acceptance questions sought workers’ opinion of the safety pro-
gram in the following aspects: (1) its effectiveness in increasing
workers’ safety awareness and making jobsites safer, (2) the con-
sistency of its implementation, and (3) the differences when com-
pared with other companies’ safety programs. Results related to
each subgroup and subgroup comparisons are shown in Table 4.
The z and p values for the overall acceptance in Table 4 show
that the GC’s workers had much higher acceptance of the safety
program than the subcontractors’ workers. Specifically, the GC’s
and subcontractors’ workers had different levels of acceptance of
the effectiveness of daily ‘‘huddle’’ meetings and the 20 non-nego-
tiable violations. The statistical analysis results also suggested that
the GC’s workers thought more highly of the safety program than
the subcontractors’ and believed that the program made the GC’s
jobsite much safer. In contrast, almost no statistical difference
was found between the high- and low-risk subgroups in the overall
acceptance. However, different perceptions of the program’s effec-
tiveness in increasing employees’ safety awareness existed
between the high- and low-risk trade workers.
4.2.4. Dimension four: general safety attitude
In this dimension, survey questions focused on learning work-
ers’ general perceptions of safety-related work environments,
which could be affected by their safety attitude or attitude of the
management who particularly emphasized or did not emphasize
the importance of safety. These questions included how likely theyTable 5
General safety attitude.
Response GC’s vs. subcontractors’ workers
GC (% of workers) Subcontractors (% of
I. Would you risk getting hurt to ‘‘get the job done’’?
Yes (1) 20% 14%
No (0) 80% 86%
z/p value (WRS) (1.05)/0.296
II. Is there a feeling of responsibility for one another’s safety on the GC’s jobsites?
Strong feeling (1) 53% 45%
Somewhat feeling (0.5) 44% 47%
No (0) 3% 8%
z/p value (WRS) 1.58/0.114
III. Is it likely for you to address an unsafe behavior or situation involving one of your pe
Very likely (1) 34% 35%
Likely (0.5) 48% 42%
Do not know (0) 18% 23%
z/p value (WRS) 0.45/0.652
Overall for ‘‘general safety attitude’’
z/p value (WRS) 0.52/0.598were to take risks to get a job done, and to address peers’ unsafe
behavior. These questions also sought workers’ perceptions of risk
levels and violation rates associated with high-risk building trades.
Table 5 shows the comparison of general safety attitude for the two
paired subgroups.
This study did not find any statistical difference in general
safety attitude or in its individual items between the paired sub-
groups. Also, answers from the majority of workers were positive.
For example, over 80% of workers in all the subgroups stated that
they would not risk getting hurt to ‘‘get the job done’’. Approxi-
mately 92–97% of workers had a feeling of responsibility for one
another’s safety on jobsites. However, when asked whether they
were likely to address peer workers’ unsafe behavior (e.g., report-
ing safety violations), the percentage of positive answers dropped
to 77–82%.4.2.5. Dimension five: schedule impact
Questions in this dimension sought workers’ opinion of the
safety program’s impact on field operations, in particular, project
schedule and productivity. This was one of the most frequently
mentioned barriers for contractors and their workers to accepting
the safety program and the elevated safety rules. As aforemen-
tioned, this dimension was not counted in the overall perception
score of the safety program. Fig. 3 displays subgroups’ perceptions
of how the program impacted their work progress. It can be seen
that more than 60% of each subgroup’s workers thought that the
program slowed down their work progress. No significant differ-
ences were found for the two paired subgroups. In terms of the
degree of work progress decrease, there was also no statistical dif-
ference for the two pairs of subgroups.4.2.6. Overall perception of the safety program
Table 6 shows the comparison between the paired subgroups in
their overall perception scores. Each individual worker’s overall
perception score was computed by adding his/her average score
(ranging from 0 to 1 excluding the acceptance dimension having
a range from 3/7 to 1) from each of the first four dimensions. In
this way, the overall perception score was on a scale from 3/7
to 4, with each dimension equally weighted. It can be seen that
the GC’s workers had much better overall safety perception scores
than the subcontractors’ workers. The overall perception scores
between high- and low-risk trade workers were similar.High-risk vs. low-risk trades
workers) High-risk (% of workers) Low-risk (% of workers)
17% 16%
83% 84%
(0.15)/0.880
48% 46%
45% 47%
7% 7%
0.52/0.602
er workers?
36% 33%
41% 47%
23% 20%
0.65/0.516
0.27/0.782
Does the Safety Program Slow Down Progress?
63%
69%
63%
73%
37%
31%
37%
27%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Low-risk trades
High-risk trades
Subcontractors' workers
GC's workers
Yes No
The Degree of Decrease in Work Progress
31%
35%
33%
35%
58%
57%
58%
55%
11%
8%
9%
10%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Low-risk trades
High-risk trades
Subcontractors' workers
GC's workers
Moderate Somewhat/significant at times Significant
Fig. 3. Perception of schedule impact of the safety program from different subgroups.
Table 6
Overall perception of the safety program.
Response GC’s vs. subcontractors’ workers High-risk vs. low-risk trades
GC (% of workers) Subcontractors (% of workers) High-risk (% of workers) Low-risk (% of workers)
Overall perception Score (3/7 to 4)
Mean/Standard deviation 3.11/0.55 2.77/0.65 2.92/0.58 2.86/0.66
p value (ICTM-t) 0.000 0.402
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This study also examined whether differences in perception of
the safety program existed between other subgroups based on
workers’ familiarity with the GC’s jobsites (mainly related to the
GC’s safety program and how the GC enforces safety), their age
ranges, and safety violation records. The comparison was con-
ducted in four scored dimensions (i.e., awareness, accountability,
acceptance, and general safety attitude) and overall perception.
The results are shown in Table 7.
Between the two subgroups of workers who were new to the
GC’s jobsites or had prior work experience with the GC, although
no significant difference in overall perception was found, the latter
had a higher acceptance on the safety program. This implies that
workers familiar with the GC’s safety program were more likely
to accept the safety rules/measures than those who were new to
the GC’s work environment. The comparison between age groups
indicates that older workers (middle-aged and above 50) had bet-
ter perceptions of the safety program than young workers (below
30), as evidenced by the p values and the trend in their means:
2.04 (below 30), 2.20 (30–49), and 2.39 (above 50). Between youngTable 7
Perception comparison of other subgroups.
Perception item Statistical analysis item New to the GC’s jobsites
New Not new
Awareness z (1.18)
p (WRS) 0.238
Accountability z (0.24)
p (WRS) 0.910
Acceptance z (2.54)
p (WRS) 0.012
General safety attitude z 0.10
p (WRS) 0.918
Overall perception Mean 2.74 2.92
Std. 0.73 0.62
t 1.87
p (ICTM-t) 0.062
a For each dimension, the WRS test for the age range consists of three comparisons bet
subgroups ‘‘a’’ and ‘‘b’’.
b If the p value from ICTM-t is less than 0.05, then the subgroup with a higher mean value
pair comparison.workers (below 30) and middle-aged or old workers, the major dif-
ference lies in general safety attitude. It seems that young workers
were more likely to take risks to get the job done and less likely to
address their peers’ safety issues. Statistical analysis results
showed that workers who were previously asked to leave jobsites
due to a safety violation tended to have better overall perception of
the safety program. In particular, these workers had enhanced
accountability for safety than those workers who had never been
penalized by the program while maintaining the same level of
acceptance to the program.
4.4. Workers’ feedback on open-ended questions
Four open-ended questions were designed to collect workers’
feedback (both positive and negative) on the safety program, its
influence on workers’ safety attitude change, as well as suggestions
for improvement. Since there was no statistical difference in the
overall perception of the safety program between high- and low-
risk trades, this study only compared workers’ responses between
subgroups of the GC and subcontractors. The results are displayed
in Table 8.Age range Committed a violation
<30 (a) 30–49 (b) >50 (c) Yes No
(1.12) (a/ba) (1.87) (b/c) (1.72) (a/c) 1.25
0.262 0.064 0.088 0.212
(1.08) 0.30 (0.55) 2.12
0.280 0.762 0.580 0.034
0.67 (2.99) (1.49) 0.43
0.504 0.004 0.138 0.664
(3.68) 0.15 (2.64) 0.73
0.000 0.884 (b/c) 0.010 0.468
2.04 2.20 2.39 2.50 2.14
0.66 0.65 0.53 0.63 0.68
1.91 (a/b) 2.01 (b/c) 3.33 (a/c) 2.65
0.058 0.046 0.000 0.008
ween each pair of different age subgroups. ‘‘a/b’’ denotes the comparison between
had a better overall perception of the safety program than the other subgroup in the
Table 8
Comparison of workers’ responses from subgroups of the GC and subcontractors.
Items Responses GC’s workers (N = 110) Subcontractors’ workers
(N = 240)
No. of
responses
% of
responses
No. of
responses
% of
responses
Positive feedback Feeling safer on jobsites with less accidents and more safety
awareness
21 64%a 30 60%
Increased safety awareness 4 12% 3 6%
Safety boosted by strict rules 4 12% 1 2%
Enhanced communication on safety 2 6% 2 4%
Keeping workers safe with required PPE 1 3% 13 26%
Caring about peer workers 1 3% 1 2%
Subtotal 33 100% 50 100%
Responses/no. of workers surveyed 0.30 0.21
z score/p value 1.87/0.031
Negative feedback Taking longer and losing productivity 17 28% 13 17%
Feeling negative on safety rules 11 18% 24 32%
Inconsistency of enforcement 10 16% 15 20%
Loss of positive reinforcement 5 8% 1 1%
Negative perception on penalties 3 5% 11 15%
Other negative feedbackb 15 25% 11 15%
Subtotal 61 100% 75 100%
Responses/no. of workers surveyed 0.55 0.31
z score/p value 4.13/0.000
Suggestions for improvement Enhancing enforcement and consistency 8 20% 17 27%
More education/training and stressing responsibility 6 15% 4 6%
The use of incentives 6 15% 1 2%
Lightening up/lighter penalties 3 8% 10 16%
Clear rules 3 8% 4 6%
Suggestions on specific safety rules 3 8% 15 24%
Enhancing communication & adding meetings 2 5% 4 6%
Others suggestions 9 23% 8 13%
Subtotal 40 100% 63 100%
Suggestions/no. of workers surveyed 0.36 0.26
z score/p value 1.93/0.027
Impact on employees’ attitude toward
safety?
Increased safety awareness 11 17% 30 22%
Enhanced accountability 11 17% 18 13%
Good safety attitude 7 11% 27 20%
Caring for co-workers’ safety 4 6% 6 4%
General positive comments 7 11% 9 7%
Bad attitude/negative comments 21 33% 21 15%
No attitude change caused by this program 3 5% 27 20%
Subtotal 64 100% 138 100%
Subtotal for positive comments 40 90
Positive comments/no. of workers surveyed 0.36 0.38
z score/p value 0.20/0.421
a The top three most common responses based on the percentage were italicized in the table. The general comments were not counted in the ranking.
b Other negative feedback includes general negative comments such as ‘‘Nobody really likes it’’.
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ment per worker) positive comments from the GC’s and subcon-
tractors’ workers, respectively. Most of the GC’s and
subcontractors’ workers (60% or greater of the total responses)
felt that the jobsites were safer due to the program. The GC’s
workers thought highly of the increased safety awareness and
strict safety rules while subcontractors’ workers liked the
enforced personal protective equipment (PPE) that kept them safe
on the jobsites. The GC’s and subcontractors’ workers provided 61
(0.55 comment per worker) and 75 (0.31 comment per worker)
negative comments, respectively. The three most common
answers in both subgroups were the same: negative feelings
about the safety rules, taking longer and losing productivity,
and inconsistency of enforcement. While more subcontractors’
workers (32%) had complaints regarding the boosted safety rules,
more of the GC’s workers (28%) felt that the launch of the pro-
gram negatively impacted work progress and productivity, which
was consistent with the early research finding in Section 4.2.5.
The statistical analysis results showed that the GC’s workers
offered more positive and negative feedback than subcontractors’
workers.Among the suggestions for improvement, both groups recom-
mended enhancing the enforcement of the program and its consis-
tency. The GC’s workers preferred the use of safety incentives and
training/education to improve the program. Subcontractors’ work-
ers also preferred less severe penalties but had different sugges-
tions on specific safety rules (e.g., providing side shields for those
who wear eye glasses, dealing with congestion on jobsites, etc.)
for continual improvement. This might be due to the different
safety rules enforced by individual subcontractors, which varied
from the GC’s safety program to some degree. It also turned out
that the GC’s workers offered statistically more suggestions for
improvement than subcontractors’ workers.
When asked whether the program affected employees’ attitude
toward safety, increased safety awareness, good safety attitude,
and enhanced accountability were the three most frequently men-
tioned items in both subgroups. Specifically, more subcontractors’
workers thought that the program improved their safety aware-
ness and attitude. The GC’s workers saw increased awareness
and accountability of safety. No statistical difference was found
between these two subgroups in the safety program’s positive
impact on employees’ safety attitude.
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This study found that workers’ awareness of the safety program,
especially detailed safety rules, had a relationship with the effec-
tiveness of education they received. Educating workers about a
safety program in a way that combined training with visuals was
more effective than using training or visuals alone. Considering
only around 60% of the surveyed workers learned useful informa-
tion from visuals that were present on the jobsites, it would be
helpful for the GC to highlight these learning tools (e.g., where
the posters are located) during the safety orientation for employ-
ees who are new to the jobsites.
It was found that most of the GC’s and subcontractors’ workers
knew the right consequence of a first-time violation, but were not
aware of the consequence of a second-time violation. This
impaired their safety accountability. This was probably due to
the fact that a limited number of second-time violations (28 out
of 939 total violations in 27 months) occurred on the jobsites, so
workers had less or no exposure to the related penalty. To ensure
workers’ complete understanding of the program’s accountability
system and their safety responsibility, the GC should frequently
communicate the related information to workers through ‘‘huddle’’
meetings and other safety meetings required. Otherwise, when
such a consequence occurs, the affected worker(s) will be totally
surprised, resulting in a feeling of unfairness.
The GC’s workers were found to have significantly higher accep-
tance of the safety program than subcontractors’ workers, showing
that it is important for a GC to improve its control on subcontrac-
tors’ workers and increase their safety commitment. This could be
achieved through providing more effective education as well as
building a long-term business relationship or partnership with
subcontractors, especially those who had good safety performance
when working with the GC. On the other hand, involving subcon-
tractors in the development and improvement of the safety pro-
gram can also increase their acceptance of the program.
Although the GC’s safety program encourages workers to report
safety violations of their peers, this only happened to 2% of the
total cases (Chen and Jin, 2012). The fear of retaliation from co-
workers may be a potential reason (Heid, 2010). Since the survey
results showed that over 90% of the workers had a feeling of
responsibility for peer workers’ safety, site management should
strongly and constantly encourage them to take care of each other
(i.e., reminding others of safety violations or hazardous conditions)
during safety orientations and other safety meetings. Doing so will
also help create a heathy and safer work environment.
This study found that older workers (especially those above 50)
had better perceptions of the safety program as well as better
safety attitude, which was consistent with the study of Siu et al.
(2003) in which older workers had more positive safety attitude
toward housekeeping, safety equipment, and support from man-
agement/supervisor. Similarly, Fang et al. (2006) also found that
employees who were older and married had a more positive per-
ception of safety climate than those who were young and single.
These findings suggested that more attention and safety training/
education need to be given to young workers. In addition, older
workers with good safety attitude and behavior can be assigned
as safety mentors for young workers.
It is worth noting that the element of accountability for 20 non-
negotiables takes a BBS approach, which have received some crit-
icism for shifting safety responsibilities to workers, solely blaming
workers’ unsafe behaviors as causes of accidents, the potential for
management misconducts, etc. (Walker, 2003; Brown and Barab,
2007; Mullins, 2007). However, in this study, the researchers had
not heard any complaint or noticed any sign of misconduct or inap-
propriate manipulation of safety violation data by the GC’s man-agement team except some inconsistencies in enforcement. It
seemed that the BBS component did not cause any major problems
in this case due to that the safety program was indeed a genuine
attempt of the GC to keep workers safe as agreed by more than
70% of workers surveyed. As mentioned by one of the workers,
‘‘from the ones that really take it to heart like myself, it is nice to know
our company cares so much and it takes the time to put together a
program that makes sure I go home to my family the way I come to
work’’. Another subcontractor’s worker said: ‘‘This is a pain, but
it’s a good thing. I wish we had a program like this’’.
Through the questionnaire survey, this study identified varia-
tions in workers’ perceptions of the GC’s safety program between
selected subgroups, especially the GC and subcontractors. The find-
ings helped understand why the program was more effective
among the GC’s workers than subcontractors’, but did not solve
all the puzzles. As stated in Section 1.1, many factors could influ-
ence subcontractor safety performance. However, consistently
and persistently enforcing safety by GCs and CM firms would pos-
itively change subcontractors’ safety culture, climate, and attitude
in the long run, which will have positive impact on their safety per-
formance. Since all the research findings have been transferred to
the GC for assessing and improving this ongoing program, the
researchers will follow up with the GC to see whether subcontrac-
tor safety performance improves over time after continuous
enforcement of the studied program.6. Conclusions
The extensive use of subcontracting in the construction indus-
try has raised significant safety concerns among main contractors,
researchers, and safety and health regulators. Although some GCs
or CM firms took active roles in helping subcontractors improve
safety performance, the effectiveness of the safety measures imple-
mented by GCs or CM firms was often compromised by a diverse
workforce of subcontractors. The study presented in this paper
aimed to (1) test the hypothesis that workers’ perceptions of a
GC’s safety program varied between subgroups, (2) identify causes
of such variations, and (3) offer insights for contractors to improve
the effectiveness of their safety programs. The subgroups com-
pared included: (1) the GC’s and subcontractors’ workers, (2) high-
and low-risk trades, and (3) subgroups based on other criteria such
as age. In this study, a 5-dimension 28-item questionnaire was
administered to 350 workers on the GC’s jobsites through face-
to-face surveys. Based on the collected information, perception
scores were calculated for subgroups and statistical comparisons
were performed to examine subgroup differences. The major
research findings are concluded as follows:
The GC’s workers were proved to have better overall perception
of the program than that of subcontractors. In particular, the GC’s
workers had better perception scores in the awareness and accep-
tance dimensions, but not in accountability and general safety atti-
tude. The better awareness among the GC’s workers was due to the
enhanced safety education (i.e., learning the program from class-
room training, orientation video, and visuals) they received and
their repeated exposure to the program by working for the same
GC. This finding emphasized the necessity of providing subcontrac-
tors with enhanced and continuous training on a GC’s safety pro-
gram. Hiring subcontractors that have repeatedly worked for the
same GC is also a good safety management practice.
No statistical difference in the overall perception of the program
or each perception dimension was found between high- and low-
risk trade workers, suggesting that workers’ perceptions of the
safety program had no relationship with the risk levels of their
trades. For other subgroups compared, several statistical
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the overall perception. Specifically, workers who had repeatedly
worked for the GC had better acceptance of the safety program
than those who were new to the GC’s jobsites. Older workers
tended to have better safety attitude and overall perception than
younger workers, showing the potential for implementing a safety
mentoring program to pair them up. Surprisingly, workers who
had been sent home due to safety violations had better perception
of the safety program and accountability. This finding will help
increase site management’s confidence in enforcing safety by alle-
viating the management concern that sending workers home
might lower their acceptance of a safety program and undermine
GCs’ safety efforts.
The feedback from open-ended questions showed that most of
the GC’s and subcontractors’ workers felt safer at the GC’s jobsites
with this site-wide safety program. The enforced use of PPE was
highly valued by subcontractors’ workers while the inconsistency
of enforcement was one of their main concerns, which needs to
be properly addressed by the GC. More of subcontractors’ workers
offered suggestions on specific safety rules that might be more
practical for the work they perform, highlighting the importance
of involving subcontractors in developing and continuously
improving a GC’s safety program. Overall, subcontractors’ workers
offered statistically fewer comments and suggestions than the GC’s
workers. To address this issue, GCs should strongly encourage sub-
contractors’ employees to give feedback as well as provide a com-
munication channel and potential incentives for people doing so.
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